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A new abstract that is more aptly descriptive of the invention claimed is 
requested. There is no description of any improvement in monitoring and testing of 
computer network by the agents and the reply modules. 

Claims 1-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Scope of the claims is not clear. No meaningful improvement or result is seen 
from the claims. The agents are recited to receive a lot of information such as reply 
data, commands, a set of triggers, etc. There is no meaningful operation recited to be 
performed by the agents in response to the information received. 

There is not functional relationship between the method steps. See claims 1 and 
2 for examples. The steps in claim 1 have no functional relationship with the steps of 
claim 2. 

It is not clear in what order the steps are executed. Again see claims 1 and 2 for 
example. It is not clear in what order the steps of claims 1 and 2 are executed. 

The apparatus claims and the medium claims have similar defects. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Schwaller (USP 6,625,648). 
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With respect to claims 1 , 5, 21 , 29, 32 and 39, see the abstract, lines 5 of column 
3 to line 2 of column 5, Figures 1 -3 and 5-6 and the description thereof in Schwaller. 
Schwaller teaches: 

a method (see "—method, systems and computer program products — " in line 1 
of the abstract) comprising: 

communicating replay data (test agents and applications are provided to the 
endpoint nodes, see the abstract) to a plurality of agents (see "endpoint nodes" in the 
abstract and Figures 1 and 2) coupled to a computing network (see network in line 2 of 
the abstract and Figures 1 and 2), wherein the replay data includes one or more 
network packets (network inherently communicates in packets); and 

issuing commands (see " — scheduling instructions from the console node-" in 
line 10 of the abstract) to the agents to control introduction of the network packets on 
the computing network by the agents (see "—the agents may generate network 
performance information—" in line7-8 of the abstract). 

The only difference is that Schwaller does not label the data as replay data. No 
patentable weight is given to the data labeled as replay because there is no replay 
operation recited in the claims. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to give a label to the data in accordance with the purported use of the data so 
as to differentiate the data from other data. 

With respect to claims 2-4, 6-10, see the different embodiments in columns 3 and 
4, different types of tests are sent to the endpoint nodes for testing the network. 
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With respect to claimsl 1-16, console node of Schwaller collects test results. See 
at least lines 52 et seq. of column 3. How exactly the collected data is arranged and 
presented to a user is dependent on the preference of the user. 

With respect to claims 17-20, different types of tests are input by the user of 
console node in Schwaller. 

As to claims 22-28, 30-31 33-38 and 40-45, they do riot define above the 
invention claimed in claim 2-20 and therefore are rejected for the same reasons. 
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